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psychological factor just as they do after we have given
due attention to the Marxist economic factor and the
racial and geographical factors. No matter how thor-
ough and complete our explanations of works of litera-
ture may be from the historical and biographical points
of view, we must be ready to try to estimate the relative
degrees of success attained by the products of the
various periods and the various personalities in some
such way as Eliot and Saintsbury do. We must be able
to tell good from bad, the first-rate from the second-
rate. We shall not otherwise write literary criticism at
all, but merely social or political history as reflected
in literary texts, or psychological case histories from
past eras, or, to take the historical point of view in its
simplest and most academic form, merely chronologies
of books that have been published.

And now how, in these matters of literary art, do we
tell the good art from the bad? Norman Kemp Smith,
the Kantian philosopher, whose courses I was fortunate
enough to take at Princeton twenty-five years ago, used
to tell us that this recognition was based primarily
on an emotional reaction. For purposes of practical
criticism this is a safe assumption to go on. It is possible
to discriminate in a variety of ways the elements that
in any given department go to make a successful work
of literature. Different schools have at different times
demanded different things of literature: unity, sym-
metry, universality, originality, vision, inspiration,
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